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2. xhummmmd—“&whéﬂ
(ﬂum&mwmmwmm such” (which te
coatexts mesns “classified”) in semtence two of paragraph 3 he
MﬁquSaﬁ}sww”emqﬁ information
this point ¥ think NN 15 correct. Be aisc sug@ests, how-
aver, thet this use of the word "sach” complstely dters, or
n.ées,an'mmurmsma. w&w
vides that to emrry sny “grievence or complaint outside e

mhmxmaﬂmmwmwm ;

s above in pevegragh 3.7 Eis point is that because paregraph
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3 applies only to clasgified information, the prohtbition in
paragraph

£ mans that carrying s grievance outside the Agency
will be considered a viclation of paragreph 3 only if the

- grisvance involves classified iInformmtion. However, since

onrrying grievances outside the Agency which involve classified
mmmmmwwsumwd?

.mmwmwzmnne.am

m&mtﬂ some meaning it would follow that

votwithetaniing that a-amh 3 prohibits only classified dis-
clomtres carrying unclassified grisvances outside the Agency

mmim. 25X1A9a
%Nmsmm
M mumtwmmtemmimm
have no cross-refersnce or cross-application. Wau
roader than, and additiomal to, paragmaph 3. There is, I
believe, no ciuflict Letween the two.

4. paragreph 4B (2) suggests that pare-
gregh b of the sppears to be in direct conflict with
peragraphs 5,6, and 8, and alsc reises certain other questicns
mmmwm . BRis gquestions are not entirely

ammmwmmm
mhu-

the employes to seek Agancy decisioms
mammmm is authorized

to reestve it. The restrictions of paragraphs 5,6, and 8, which

wwmnnﬁmwmmmmmmsm
inforemtion, really restrict mothing with respect to unclaseified

_Mmmmmmmmm -

mnt that he ohtained Agency decision that the informstion is
unslisssified. There appears to be no substance to this suggestion..
Paragraghe 5,6, and 8 quite clearly are not limited to classified
o and I see no way to read that result in because of
moagragh b, However, the inclusion of parsgreph b in its pre-
mmm&mmmxmmwmmm
mama,mmmmmmmmgum
cne resder.

e. —mﬁmm 1) under the
hading of 1s an involved restatement (gum
WM

:._
suggests that if

K (2), also under "Legality”,
6au!3minmu“mnt
mmm:mmammmm
obtein sstisfaction for alleged financial ar perscnal injury
mam  CIA,1 fem). cortain that this document will be held
ot only unmforceable but will be looked upon an inten-
mmamﬁmam&nnmﬁm {ehat-
ever that may mean). “The pretext that willingness %o subrogate
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one'’s personal rights under situstions absolutely unforceadle et

the time of esployment by CIA will certainly be held illegal

and contrary to the public interest end can only be interpreted

by the public as & gag on the individual.” He then states that

he and this Office on an earlier draft had agreed that the most

we oould exact from & new employee is hils agreement to let us

kuow-when' be Intends t0 press & grievance and to work out ways

to miminize the security damage. I would doubt that anyone ex-

eipt bas seriously thought that these agreements
are snforcesbls in & cowrt of law in any aespect, gven i we 25X1A
eonld resort to court action without thereby accomplishing the
very evil which the egreements seek to prevent. But the Hj/osc
Flan does seem & more effective mechaniam, at lesst with respect
to legal sctions, es distinguished from grisvances.

2. The egresment appesrs feulty in & mmbder of other re-
spects: '

8. The donwment iz really not an agreement in a sense
of & contract. At most it is & pramise or an omth.

b. &t several poinis the emplaoyee mekes several
statements which camnot be true. The term "I understani”™ is used
in paragraphs 1,5, aod 6 to mean "I know this to be true”. The
most he can truthfully say is "I am tcld this is true”.

c. FParegraph 2 requires the employee to state that he
wnderstands the Espionage Act, vhich will be true in the case of
almost no emplovees. -

d. Peregraph 7 provides that esployment "is conditioned
gpon my understanding of and strict compliance with CIA Security
Regulations™. Certainly no esployee ever complies with this under-
taking and st the time of entering on duty it would be impossible
for anyone to 4o so.

¢. Pavagrephs 5 and 7 are partly duplicative and could
be combined.

f. With respect to peragraph 6, the criticisms of this
and parsgreph 3 which I notes are caused partly by the
fact that paragraph 6 undertakes to provide that certain ections
there mentioned constitute viclations of Parsgreph 3. Parsgreph
6 could Ye written so that the actions violate peragreph 6 only, Y1A
thereby evoiding the difficulties mentioned by NN 25

&- Paragrephs 5 and 8 both have to do with publication

‘ard could be condined.

3. 'Tha foregoing focuses once more the questions of the legal
effect, enforceability, pwrpose sought, etc., concerning these
security agreements. I would think the following are corrvect statements,

&. Y¥iolation of the sgreement would be a basis for
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ternimting an employee.

b. mmnmmmmmimm
with or without this secrecy pgresment and vhether or not he
nows of the Act.

c. The employee is subject to Agency regulations
with or without the agreement.

4. The agreement would not be enforcesble by re-
sorting to lawsult.

o. Even if the agreement were enforcesble, resort
to legal action would be impractical and self-defeating in
mearly, if not every, case.

%. In essence, I agree that the agreement is a drafting
hodge-podge and should be entirely re-written, if anyone be-
leves the agreament is a valusble instrument. On the other
hand, the ambiguities, dplications and other drafting objections
mentioned above, it seems to me, would leave the employee with
ne clanr and gpecific undarstanding of the committments made
by him in signing the agresment, btut doubtless would impress
mwmzmwmmmuwmm Maybe this
iz all to the good. They might also enable the Agency to sagyver
mmuamummwmmmmxmw
wmmmwmmminxmmnm
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